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FOREWORD 


This  research  project  represents  fulfillment  of 
a student  requirement  for  successful  completion  of  the 
overseas  phase  of  training,  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army's  Foreign  Area  Officer  Program  (Russian). 

Only  unclassified  sources  are  used  in  producing 
the  research  paper.  The  opinions,  value  judgments  and 
conclusions  expressed  are  those  of  the  author  and  in 
no  way  reflect  official  policy  of  the  United  States 
Government;  Department  of  Defense;  Department  of  the 
Army;  Office  of  the  Assistant  Chief  of  Staff  of  Intel- 
ligence; or  the  United  states  Army  Institute  for 
Advanced  Russian  and  East  European  Studies 


Interested  readers  are  invited  to  send  their 
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‘■.DMMARY 

I 

>^Thls  paper  examines  changes  In  Soviet  uf tensive  tactics  as 
discussed  in  the  Soviet  military  press  as  a result  of  the  it.creased 
techiiological  capabilities  of  modem  anti-tank  weapons,  especially 
the  anti-tank  guided  missle  (ATGH).  The  Soviet  awareness  of  the 
complexity  of  the  modern  battlefield  and  the  anti-tank  threat  to 
their  combat  effectivei!ess  has  resulted  in  an  aiialysis  of  ways  to 

I 

I maintain  the  tempo  of  the  attack  in  their  offense-oriented  doctrine. 

Thi”".  analysis  has  produced  a series  of  available  options  to  neutralize 
the  aiiti-tank  threat.  These  include  reliance  on  the  artillery, 
ii.rreased  flexibility  in  maneuver  formations  (and  possible  acceptance 

f of  a tiew  combat  formation)  and  enumeration  of  a series  of  active  and 

I 

passive  defense  measures.  As  a result,  the  Soviet  military  seemingly 
has  incorporated  aspects  of  all  options  to  produce  a viable  scheme 
of  combined  arms  operations,  capable  of  overcoming  the  anti-tank 
threat  while  maintaining  the  tempo  of  the  attack.  ^ 
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INTUirjlCi:  or  ANTI-TANK  TlX:»iN<)l/X;Y 
ON  50V  ItT  oriTNSIVi:  TACTIC5 


INTKOWJfTION 

The  importance  of  th«;  offense,  and  especially  the  role  of  armor 
in  executing  offensive  operations,  has  loiig  le-en  a basic  premise  In 
Soviet  military  (tactical)  theory.  In  Soviet  theory,  the  offerise  is 
considered  "the  most  effective  means  of  combat  action  siticc  only  the 
offensive,  conducted  with  decisive  objectives,  at  high  tempo  and  to 
deep  depths,  insures  the  complete  destruction  of  the  enemy. Th* 
late  Marshal  of  the  Soviet  Union,  A.  A.  Grechko,  in  describing  the 
evolution  of  tank  warfare,  stated  that  the  massive  introduction  of 
tanks  iiito  the  arnx'd  forces  between  the  First  and  Second  World  Warv 
demanded  serious  charges  it.  the  organization  of  forces  and  in  methods 
of  cotiduct  of  military  operations.  The  formation  of  tank  divisions 
and  armies  during  the  Second  World  War  transformed  the  character 
of  tank  operations  into  the  "main  striking  force"  of  the  ground 
forces.  From  the  Soviet  poiiit  of  view,  this  concept  of  tanks  as 
the  "main  striking  force"  still  exists.  However,  this  concept  is 
being  scrutinized  because  of  the  impact  of  modern  weapon  technology. 

Since  1945  Soviet  military  theory  has  undergone  several 
periods  of  analysis  with  resultant  changes.  During  the  1950 's  and 
1960's,  Soviet  military  theorists  examined  the  impact  of  tech- 
nology and  scientific  progress  on  the  nature  of  modem  war.  This 
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affoctt'd  not  otily  ihf  ot  iiucl<-ar  ntr-ii'-gy  (as  by 

introduction  of  th*-  Strati;f>ic  |l»>ck«*»  rorc«*a)  but  also  th"  ar*-a  of 
conv»*iit iona  1 warfar*;  with  n-sultant  chany/'S  in  ailitary  tactics  ai>d 
organization  (as  ovid*‘ncc-d  by  int r-»duci  ion  of  th«-  notorir-'  d rifj*" 
division  in  the  early  lObO's). 

In  discussing  the  influence  of  th**  scicnt if ic-technological 
progress  on  the  combat  power  of  the  anaed  forces,  Grechko  r<a]ized 
that  "new  types  of  weapons  and  battlefield  techtiology . . .itx-vitably 
result  in  changes  in  tactics,  operational  art,  strategy  and  organization 
of  forces."^  Ho  termed  scientific-technological  progress  the  catalyst 
of  all  transfonnation  in  the  coiiduct  of  war.  Included  in  the 
discussion  of  the  influence  of  technology  ot<  modem  warfare  is  the 
effect  of  technology  on  armored  forces.  Specifically,  this  recogtiized 
threat  is  the  existence  aiid  continuous  development  of  the  anti-tatik 
guided  missile  (ATGM).  It  should  b«'  rioted  that  the  Soviets  do  not 
ignore  other  anti-tank  weaporis , but  the  emphasis  is  on  developing 
counter-measures  to  the  atiti-tank  guided  missile. 

THE  ATGH  VS.  THE  TANK 

The  development  of  the  ATGM  opened  a new  er;*  of  battle  with 
tanks  and  "necessitated  a search  for  different  means  of  operations," 
according  to  Marshal  of  Armored  Forces  A.  N.  Babadzhanians  in  writing 
on  this  topic  in  1970.  But  he  concluded,  as  did  others  of  that  time, 
that  for  every  new  weapon,  no  matter  how  threatening,  there  always 
exists  a counteraction  to  minimize  its  effect  and  that  tanks,  for  a 
long  time,  will  be  used  on  the  fields  of  future  conflict.** 


\ 


II 


Usiiif,  th**  of  (|uot  iiif>  "foi't-iy.i-  wilitary  specialists, 

Soviet  military  writ»‘r:>  .jl;io  r«*p*;i  i i j v«- ly  support  tlie  op«-ratioits 
of  tank  forces  "n-Rardless  of  condii  tuiis'*  and  reaffln#  the  importance* 
of  the  tank  as  th«*  main  tore**  and  as  ih<*  primary  weapon  against  other 
tanks. ^ In  the  general  dialogue  on  laiik  v<‘rsus  anti-tank  weapons, 
Soviet  authors  reiterate  that  th*fre  is  i.o  objective  basis  to  talk 
about  the  decline  of  rank  forces  or  that  th*;  tatik  has  outiiv(‘d  itself 
on  the  field  of  battle.  They  draw  emphatic  conclusions  that  "widely 
using  group  and  individual  means  of  defense  against  AGTM's  and  battle 
with  ATGH's,  tank  forces  can  successfully  op«‘ratc  on  the  fields  of 
moderr:  conflict  and  are  one  of  the  basic  factors  of  achieving  victory 
in  nuclear  war."® 

While  maintaining  the  supremacy  of  the  tank,  the  Soviets  do 
concede,  however,  that  the  search  must  continue  for  new,  more  modern 
means  of  delivering  the  attacking  infantry  to  the  forward  defensive 
area  and  for  more  effective  means  of  overcoming  the  long  ranges  of 

•m 

fire  of  AT  weapons.'  As  will  be  discussed  later,  this  search  centers 
on  ways  of  maintaining  the  tempo  of  the  attack  in  an  environment 
saturated  with  anti-tank  weapons. 

The  Soviet  concept  that  the  armed  forces  of  the  Soviet  Union 
must  be  prepared  to  fight  in  any  type  of  war  is  reflected  in  the 
discussion  of  the  anti-tank  question.  Many  of  the  writings  exclude 
conditions  of  nuclear  war  and  concentrate  strictly  on  convent  Iona' 
aspects.  This  is  not  a total  exclusion,  however,  since  many  authors 
reiterate  that  "in  modern  conditions  in  connection  with  the  appearance 
of  nuclear  weapons,  the  role  of  tanks  has  not  only  not  decreased  but 
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sharply  grown-- tanks  ar*-  of  conducting  at;i  iv*-  off*nsiw*' 

operations  following  nucle.ir  strike;,."  This  is  a simple  <'Xtensioi 
of  the  basic  principle  of  op*  rai  i«>it  that  "the  primary  m<*tho<J  of  attack 
will  be  the  lautiching  of  nuclear  titrlkes  atid  the  swift  advaice  of 
tank  and  motorized  rifle  units  into  the  depth  of  the  enemy's  defense 
through  the  breaches  fortm-d  by  nuclear  weapons."** 

INFLUENCE  OF  1473  MIDDLE  EAST  WAR^° 

The  current  debate  on  the  tank  v<;rsus  anti-tank  weapoiis  is  not  a 
new  phenomenon  in  the  Soviet  military  pr<;ss  but  dates  to  the  mid-1960's. 
In  1964,  Khrushchev  showed  coicern  aiid  surprise  over  the  effectiveness 
of  i.ew  anti-tank  missiles  after  emphasis  had  been  placed  on  the  develop- 
ment of  tank  forces.*^  This  debate  continued  as  a routine  topic  of 
discussion  in  the  Soviet  military  press  until  the  October,  1973  Middle 
East  War  precipitated  a vigorous,  reriewed  discussion  on  the  topic. 

In  discussing  the  Middle  East  War,  Grechko  addressed  the  broad 
relationship  of  the  offensive  and  defensive  operation  of  groutid  forces. 
In  connection  with  the  appearaiice  of  new  weapons,  he  suggests"that  the 
'main  striking  force' — tanks — has  become  more  vulnerable,  and  the 
use  of  tanks  on  the  battlefield  has  become  more  complicated.  The 
continuing  process  of  the  perfection  of  anti-taiik  weapons  places  before 
science  and  technology  serious  tasks  in  the  matter  of  raising  the 
survivability  of  tank  forces  and  the  development  of  more  effective  means 
and  methods  of  reliable  suppression  of  anti-tank  defenses."  He 
maintained  that  the  battle  between  armor  and  anti-tank  missiles  has 
carried  over  into  the  research  laboratory,  onto  the  ranges  and  into 
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i I (ins ' ry . ll>’  >j  I mo  r*‘  ]•  • • m Mi*  i ('•iiI  ! ' i ■ ii  <1 1 n*  i h*i<t  »jl  1 1 < f "•  -im  1 1 j'  Mi* 

surviviil)!  I ? I V «)t  i.iiiK  .,  l>v  r:iui|>ly  ii.t-r'-.i  , t h*  It  .iruKif  . -tr,  » h‘ 

l>**St  SOlutiolt  to  *h*’  silu.l'ioi..  Il>  l iy.<»r,  I h»-  < l<  X ! • V of 

proM*'in  ill  uiidtrst-iiiilii  >•  th.j'  i <l<  v*  lr>|i<n>  i < ol  AT<IM’s  ti*io  pr>»c*  ly 

oiily  bep.uii  diid  that  *bi-  ai  !'.w<  r ( f r<»in  iti<  • j<»>li.t  of  vl»-w)  iftay 

b<^  tlu-  d«‘V«*  of  ai>t  t-taiik  i uU  .ir»  i I l••r•y  . 

from  an  operaiioi.al  ptjirt  of  vi*w,  (‘.r’-fdiko  tbat 

♦‘xpc  rieiico  of  th**  1973  Mid-tasi  War  caii  pr^xluo*  chai-K'  S nx-thods 
of  tactical  op*;rat  ior.s  of  f»roui*d  force  s,  p.irt  icularly  ih»-  rol*!  of 
ei^a^iiig  th«?  rru'iny  by  f ir»*  at  a coiisid«Tabl<'  dlsiaiiC**.  Exp«!ri»-iic«* 
it.  this  war  show«)d  that  wh*-i  ii.faiitry  aial  taiik  lorc«’S  d*fpriv*;d 

of  mutual  support,  heavy  losr.i-r.  wr*-  iticurr>*d. 

Iti  Retic-ral  , the  Soviets  shar*-  the  same  coiic*tii  for  the  futur»? 
of  taiik  warfar*;  as  has  b<f*-ti  discussed  it  Westeri  military  circles. 

This  includes  aspects  of  armored  format  ions  losit.f'  impetus  without 
adequate  air  cover,  successful  employnxjtit  of  comljined  arms  operations 
against  anti-tank  weapon  cot.cei  t rat  iotis  atid  the  coticern  over  cost- 
effectiveness  of  the  atiti-tat.k  missil*-  versus  th*'  tank.  Because  of 
kill  ratios  at;d  the  realizatioti  that  the  prH;sent  geiieratioti  of  tanks 
is  far  too  vulnerable,  the  role  of  the  tai;k  in  future  warfare  has  beet, 
questioiied  iti  the  Soviet  military  press  as  well  as  our  owii . But  the 
quest ioTi  the  Soviets  are  addr»*ssitig  is  how  to  overcome  this  threat 
while  maintaining  the  tempo  of  the  attack  iii  their  armorv-d  atid 


motorized-rifle  doctritie. 
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:;oviiri  » n lorr:  oi  yi;;,ri.KN  Auri-  iAui'  wymtAXti'i 

To  HI  •il  'l  •h*'  .‘>ovi*'i  lu  ilii*.  in,  !•  ir. 

I oc*rssdi'y  to  111  <li-i'Si.ii  <1  ih'-if  !>•  fc*  (•I  ioii  «*•  W*-:ii<  r i<  ':.ip>iL<{  1 1 < I*  ^ ii‘ 
aiiti-tdi'k  w*>d|>oi.  I ••chi  o lo>>y . Th.jl  is,  h<jw  do  ih<-y  p*-rc«-lv«  ih** 
capabilities,  ••mployiiv  i i l•■<■hl>i(|lJ••^.  dii«l  w<dl<  ii  d :.iroiif>  poiMs  of 
NATO  anti-tank  weapons  Mys*<iit..  Also,  wti.ji  'lo  iley  conRld»‘i'  the 
basic  d«?tensive  measures  dKainst  such  w- aiKifir:,  i,e.,  fir*-,  man»-uver, 

chaii(t*‘S  in  force  structure,  or  a crjmhin<ii  {••n  «jt  all  thr— ••?  | 

B<'for»-  th«‘  events  of  Ociob<-r  1473  acct'i  u«i**'d  th<;  vultierabi  1 i t y 

of  tdi.ks,  the  Soviet  military  pr«-ss  was  fpioi  li  p,  W*  ?. i GerRiai<  military 

theorists,  who  "assuiw  that  ih»-  mod'.-m  def*.-ns*-  is  first  the  batti'* 

agaiiist  tai.ks;  thervfor*.' , it  should  first  l)»*  orpaiiiz'-d  as  aii  ar-ti-tai.k 
13 

defeise."  This  was  in  coitieciion  with  th**  iticrease  in  the  proport  ioti 
of  tanks  today  compared  with  th"  pt.-riod  of  World  War  II:  that  is, 
there  are  more  tai.ks  it;  the  modem.  (Soviet)  motorized  rifle  divisiot. 
than  ill  the  (Soviet)  tank  corps  of  the  period  of  the  last  war.^** 

Soviet  militarists  perceive  cont»;mporary  western  anti-tank  defense 
as  being  based  oii  the  cm.-atioii  of  a syst«fm  of  "echeloiis"  and  "coor- 
dinatioi."  of  aiiti-tai.k  fire  with  all  iw.-ans  of  fire,  with  a high 
deiisity  of  AT  weapons  in  addition  to  a system  of  mine-fields  and 
obstacles.  They  are  thus  awar«*  of  the  "capitalist  countries'"  at- 
tentive development  of  ATGM's;  not  oiily  their  tactical-technical 
capability  improvement  but  also  the  perfection  of  the  principles 

) 

of  their  combat  employment . ^ ^ I 


Th«-  Sovi«‘»u  'h.ii  Hi.*  iiiiRtt'--!'  '<1  .ii  I ! - ' ■lilt'  w<  p* /• 

kiloim-tHf  ot  d'-J otji  .ir'ipp>'<l  Mi-  <(u<ii 

taiiks  dttackiii^>  pi-r  klloir.*  tif  «»l  t foiii  iJni  iti<; 

motoriz».-«l  l>ait*tli<>i>  ot  th*  pr-<il<.il>l"  (NATf>)  tias  .ipprrjxin..ii<' ly 

50  w<-dpoiis,  ••uch  capabi"  ot  I'oy  inp,  j!i"v<Tal  .jriwjr<-»l  tarp,*  is.*^ 

Ill  oiie  (.‘xamfi Ic* , ttii-y  cii<-  that  up  to  tO-'t?  aiiti>taiik  ''uiiits"  (wi-apoii 
devices)  will  b«'  locat**il  iii  a coin{i.)iiy  d<-f ••iisivc  (>of.itioii.  If  th*- 
company  is  at  l»*ss  fhaii  full  str«-iip.th  ('IbX  a:,  this  Sovi«*t  author 
assum'.-d),  thuii  thi.*  company  will  still  poss*-ss  approx imat*‘ly  AT 

"units."  Ev*in  consid'-ring  a 25%  casualty  rate*  from  art  1 1 l^.-ry  pr*-p- 
aration  prior  to  the  attack,  »fi<T*;  will  still  r*-main  17-1%  AT  w*aroi  s 
aloi'.g  a front  If  1500  meters.  Thos**  r*.‘maitiiig  wea(x3tis  ar*-  capaljl**  of 
destroying  24-2G  taiiks,  ^ thos<-  tanks  ar*-  travel  lir  g at  a speed  of 
12  kilometers  per  hour.*  The  J_f  iti  this  case  is  us<-d  it  arguitig  for 
a higher  speed  of  attack  to  miiiimiz*'  th*-  effect  of  anti-tank  weapoi.s. 
However,  as  will  be  discussed  later,  a cor.tradict ion  arises  between  this 
desire  for  a high  rate  of  advanct!  arid  th*.-  tiatur*-  of  their  combined  arms 
operatiotis 

In  addition,  the  Soviets  also  impress  on  the  individual  soldiers 
aid  crews  their  part  in  defeatiiig  the  aiiti-tank  throat.  Tor  organization 
of  successful  combat  with  ATGM's,  thcjy  t*-ach  the  strong  and  weak  points 
of  ATGM's. 

In  1974  Soviet  authors  consid*-red  the  strong  points  of  ATGM's 
as  being:  range,  up  to  3-6  kilometers;  hit  capability,  requiring  only 
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I or  2 ATCJM's  to  hit  th'-  trii’fM-t;  ciriwir  )l•'l•>'t  r.it  ioi.  of  up  to  <*00-h00 
rtiftrrr;;  ard  mohility  of  lainu'ti‘‘rs/w''.ipoii:i  •tyst (m!. . 

Ii'  coiitra.st,  t h»;y  c:oiit!i<t‘*r  th*-  follr>wiiif>  a:i  l>oIiit:.  of  ATt'.M*'.: 

dt*ad  space  at  300-500  imtcr::  from  th<-  tauiich  poii.t  (wh<r<.-  ' f.*  operator 
do«-s  not  have  th<-  chanco  to  >»iiid'‘  tfi--  mi  ..‘.i  !••);  op*-rdtor  capability 
or  the  time  required  tor  th*-  ofe-rator  to  f>uifl<'  th*-  ATOM  uiid*'r  bat  t 1»  - 
field  conditions;  terraiii  limitations;  f im*  oi  day  aiid  w*athf-r  toi.- 
ditions  (visibility);  rat*-  of  fir*.-  and  th<-  ''sif>iiat ur*-"  of  the  lauiich*-r 
position  at  th*.-  moment  of  firiii^. 

Given  these  advantap/.-s  and  disadvatjtap.es  of  ATGM's,  they  coiiEid<-r 
that  the  most  importai.t  factor  in  det*;rminirig  tactics  for  battling 
ATGM's  is  the  knowledge  of  th*-  systems  of  controlling  or  directit.g  the 
missile  to  the  target.  Iii  additioii  they  list  several  active  arid 
passive  defensive  measures  agaiiist  ATGM's.  Active  measures  include 
destruction  of  the  ATGM  iii  flight,  d*  struct  ioi  of  the  missile  or  its 
launcher  in  position  duriiig  the  fire  preparation  (artillery  option-- 
as  described  b*low)  and  the  creatioii  of  active  obstacles  to  control 
of  the  missile  (creatioi.  of  false  targets).  Passive  measures  include 
the  use  of  smoke  screens,  employment  of  screens  or  extra  armor  on 
tanks  and  even  thermal  masking  of  engine  heat.^^ 

In  addition,  special  significance  is  given  to  attack  of  tanks 
through  shrubbery  and  broken  wooded  areas  to  passively  defend  against 
ATGM's.  Crfjws  are  also  taught  evasive  techniques.  Tor  example,  if 
an  ATGM  is  fired  at  a tank  at  a range  of  2000  meters  and  the  speed  of 
the  missile  is  130  meters  per  second,  then  flight  time  required  is 
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sccDi  il?; . Ii.  tfi.ii  ' iri<  I "w  ) I * ' C'fi  i >1''  'f*  w f:.j|  /(<  (<•<■(  th<- 

Uiuiicli  point  of  I fi*  A'l'i'.M,  1 i r'<  oiii  of  two  .Jlifl  ntoV'-  fj'fiiirl  •< 

told  in  tnrfdiii,  or  cti.in*V'  four";!- . 

Thf  Sovif-ts  tir**  ah.o  (■onf'  rn'‘d  .jhoiji  ifi<  <'mp loyiii'-tit  of  ATflM- 
carrying  hriicopicrs  aiid  r-'oogni/f  fi*- 1 iropi “rr;  .r;  danjvi^ou:;  AT 
woapons,  possessing  sutfici<-nt  numl>>'rf;  (jf  Ai'C.M'';  aiid  prar'ically 
unlimited  maiK-uver  capaf>iiiiy.  A:;  i fi<  i r-.ii  r.f  ortM*  ion  of  • h‘-  heli- 
copter into  an  armor*?d  comb.it  Vifiicl*  fur,  siih::!  riii  i ia  1 impact  on 
conduct  of  combined  arm:;  comt)at  , it  tias  also  influeiiced  Soviet  views 
oi.  tactics.  There  has  appeared  in  Soviet  military  iournaJs  a get. era! 
discuss ioii  of  western  doctrine  <•>1,  us*  of  helicopters  iii  AT  warfare, 
their  orgaiiiza*  ion  and  fr<-ids  for  itn-  future.  They  quote  the  commai  d 
of  the  Buirdeswehr  as  believing  that  i fie  helicopt»*r  will  becoim-  the 
maiii  means  of  AT  warfar*  it  tfie-  next  rlecade  aiid  have  noted  U.  S. 
proposals  to  include  helicopters  iii  the  organizat  ioti  of  armored  units. 

Citing  experience  iij  t h'  Middle  Cast  War  of  1973,  they  give  the 
followir.g  example  of  hejicoptf.r  tactics  it.  ant  i-taiik  warfare;. 

Several  helicopters  witfi  ATflM's  are  situated  oii  likely  armor  avenues 

of  approach:  as  taiiks  approach,  they  rise  to  an  altitude  of  20-100 

22 

meters  and  eiigago  the  taiiks  at  a distance  of  up  to  3000  meters. 

They  view  this  tactic  of  helicopter  operations  as  being  widely  practiced 

it.  the  armies  of  NATO  and  suggest  that  the  probable  range  of  engage- 

meiit  will  be  at  a range  of  2500-3000  meters.  This,  combined  with  the 

ratio  of  losses  of  tanks  to  helicopters  in  the  range  of  12:1  to  19:1 
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porlt'iids  iiicri<j!;*<l  flovi'-i  iii  h<' 1 i< ojii .fr.  ,ir;  i.jiik  kill<-rs 

P'i 

diid  ot  futur'f  d<‘v<‘ I opnicii  I i ri-iid:;  iii  this  d i f-ct  ioii , 

In  dt'It’iidiii)’  ii)’dinst  AT<’.M-';.ir'fy  inp.  h*' 1 iropf  fp.'i , tli<-  r>ovi<i 
press  emphasizes  that  th<-  romnunder  must  thoroughly  study  the  terrain 
aiid  locale  to  determine  like'ly  directions  of  concf.'aled  approach  of 
helicopters  and  maijitaii>  consi.int  surveillance.  When  spotted, 

helicopters  will  be  enpaped  with  small-arms  fire  arid  with  machine- 

. ?4 

gun  fire  from  tanks  aiid  IiMP's. 

"ARTIl.LLRY  OPTION" 

The  awareiiess  of  the  implications  of  the*  1973  Middle  East 
War  and  the  anti-tank  capabilities  of  Western.  (NATO)  armies  demon- 
strates an  awareness  of  the  thr<'at  on  the*  modern  battlefield.  As 
Karber  points  out,  the  primary  poiiit  being  debafe*d  in  the  Soviet 
press  is  how  to  overcome  the  challei.ge  of  anti-tank  weapons  and  retain 
a high  rate  of  advance  against  a strengthened  NATO  defensive  capability. 
From  the  conventional  poiiit  of  view,  thf*  options  available  to  the 
Soviet  Army  in  overcoming  the  anti-tank  thr(.*at  cat:  be  categorized 
as  the  "artillery  optioii"  aiid  the  "matif-uver  option." 

In  couiiteriiig  anti-taiik  weapons,  particular  importance  is  at- 
tached to  the  role  of  the  artillery.  This  includes  reconnaissance, 
coordir.ation  of  fire,  and  concentration  of  fire.  Many  Soviet 
authors  (from  the  artillery  branch)  argue  that  artillery  can  effectively 
suppress  anti-tank  weapoiis.  Accordiiig  to  some  analysts  this  role 
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i:;  ch*Ti:ih<  d by  the  .iri  i | l<  ry  tor  iwo  r'  l.on  .:  wiitiii  • ti- 


Sovic't  Army,  r.ujxrvi:;  ioii  of  ATf’.M  l.ills  ni.d'-r'  i ti**  .ir<  i I •••r-y 

diid  th<ai  tills  is  a nw  jor  opport  ui.  i t y lor  •ir*  i I l*-ry  to  i • r.  pr*- 

KhrustichfV  jiii  lui-iic<“  •intl  f^onimdiifl  ov<t  r'-s<»ijr'-<'f. . ' ' 

Artiilt'ry  offictirs  wriiirj'  in  Sovi'O  mllii>ary  joiirii-ils  '-m- 
phasize  that  fh<‘  supprrsr. ioij  of  ih<-  ••iit-my':,  .iiiii'taiik  d<-f»'iisrfs 
"is  the  most  important  task  of  the  artill<Ty"  and  that  "without  t h*- 
use  of  weapoiis  of  mass  destruction  (nuclear  weapoiis ) , such  a task 
(of  destroyii.g  AT  means)  almost  completely  falls  to  the  artiJJer^."^ 
Realizing  this,  they  argut;  that  the  artillery  must  suppiv-ss  aiiti- 
tank  weapons  at  all  depths  and  to  accomplish  this  they  emphasize 
integrated  recoiinaissance  of  AT  targets.  By  using  all  modern  meaiis 
of  reconnaissance  and  intelligence  gathering,  it  is  possible  to 
unmask  (pinpoint)  AT  targets  before  they  open  fire  or  change  positions. 
Observation,  coordinated  between  observation  points,  artillery 
positions,  general  force,  and  engineer  sub-units  is  emphasized  as 
the  basic  form  of  reconnaissance.  Realizing  that  the  small  size  of 
atom's  makes  it  difficult  for  ground  observation  (or  to  distinguish 
atom's  from  their  "mother  vehicle")  the  commat.ders  of  Soviet  tank 
units  are  taught  to  use  information  from  higher  commanders,  adjoining 
units  and  sub-units  located  in  direct  contact  with  the  enemy.  In 
other  words,  comprehensive  combat  iiitelligence  is  emphasized,  including 
knowledge  of  enemy  order  of  battle,  employment  techniques  and  organiza- 
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tion  of  AT  units. 
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Coiis  t .11. 1 1 V !.i  il  ii  Mii  il  i .<  ij;.',  i oi  ol  • li'  ".ir-i  i I l<  ry  i<j| '' 

is  th--  I lor-  cot  t Ii  non:,  ('oor-<l  i i .i  i loii  of  .ill  1 i f , I r-oni  tli.-  li.jiiii  Ii;> 

of  r»‘coi.i..i  issriiici-  to  t li<  .i  i i .i  i i.ttni.t  ol  I if-  sn|j<  riori  i y . 
pldiiiiiiiKi  first  priority  i.irp,<-i;;  (or-  ili>-  .ir-iill<r^  .ir<-  plntooi. 
srroiiR  poii;ts  (whor*-  tlwy  pi-iiivi  itKr.t  AT  w>  npoii.s  will  b<-  locdt»-d) 
of  t h«‘  fir.st  «>ch«?lot.  ol  <J<  f <tir,i'  ,ii,<l  in  ihi  r<-,ir  ar'-as  of  tfi»*  df-f'-tioiv*- 


zoiie.  Aliy  AT  wodpoi.s  locat*rl  oatr;irl<  th.-  stroiip,  jjoiiits  will  bfe 

?8 


as  pirpoii.t  targets. 

Oiio  scheHK'  of  fir<-  iii  th*-  attack  called  for  the  artillery  to 
fire  oil  ATClM's  already  detected  aid  to  be  prepared  to  shift  to  iiewly 
detected  ATGM  targets.  Ir  additioii,  with  the  motorized  rifle  troops 
mouiited,  fire  of  tai.ks  aiid  BMP's  were  used  to  suppress  weapoiis  dai.ger- 
ous  for  armored  vehicles,  i.e.,  ai.ti-taiik  weapon  systems.  With  the 
troops  dismour.ted,  fire  would  be  coriceiitrated  on  enemy  weapons 
dangerous  to  troops,  i.e.,  primarily  small  unit  and  iiidividual  weapoi.s. 
And  within  a rai.ge  of  300-500  miners  of  the  forward  defensive  po- 
sition, small  arms  fire  would  be-  used  to  suppress  and  destroy  anti- 
tank weapons. This  seems  to  be  a logical  couiitermeasure  against 
the  concentration  of  anti-tank  weapons  based  or  lessons  learned  in 
the  October  1973  Middle-East  War.  That  is,  in  addition  to  engage- 
ment at  long  distance,  the  fire  of  anti-tank  weapons  increased  untia, 
at  a range  of  500  meters,  all  anti-tank  weapon  systems  (unit  and 


1 


individual)  would  be  employed 


30 


I ■) 

Col.cfiit  r'cJi  ioh  ot  .ir-i  i I lify  t i r-  oi  ih<-  imm*  flidi  <■  (1<1  • ii':  i v*- 

zoiif  ds  t h>  <1 1 I lick  i ii)’  tofo  s .jpprvxicti  ir,  j l<d';Ic  pr"niiri<-  ol  .iriil- 

lory  «'mploym''iit  . Th'*  fiovp'l;;  ly  ih*-  followiiip,  ••x.impl<’. 

As  tho  attdckiiip.  forc<':;  dfi-  /'-3  k i lomi't  <-rs  from  d<-f ''tis  i v>-  iiii'-, 

th<‘  artillery  will  r»’Raf><  .ipproxiiTi.ii  <■  ly  S i.irj’»-iT:  (»<-r  kilotiK-ter  of 

froiitdge.  This  iiicr<  ds<  d lo  10- 1?  i.irp/'tf;  p<  r kilom»'t*  r with  thf- 

dttdckiiip,  force  at  a distance  of  SOO  m<  i.-rs  to  ? kilomf-tf^rs  from  the 

PEBA  and  to  a rate  of  lb-16  'arrets  per  kilometer  when  the  attackii.p, 

. . . 31 

forces  are  within  bOO  twters  of  the  enf-my's  defensive  positioii. 

Thus,  through  concerted  reconnaissaiice  of  anti-tank  targets, 
coordination  of  all  types  of  fire  and  the  corict.Titration  of  that  fire 
on  the  immediate  defensive  positions  along  the  PEBA,  the  Soviet 
artillery  believes  it  can  succ<;ssful ly  defeat  the  anti-tank  threat. 

"MANEUVER  OPTION" 

The  "maneuver  option"  iiicludes  aspects  of  speed  of  operation, 
flexibility  in  changing  combat  formations  and  debate  on  the  use  of 
BMP's  with  tanks  in  the  attack. 

Mobility  of  forces  is  one  of  the  basic  principles  of  Soviet 
operational  art  and  tactics  and  is  considered  a necessary  condition 
for  achieving  success  in  battle.  In  particular  for  tank  forces, 

"the  decisive  meaning  of  mobility  foi'  success  in  battle  is  explained 


irtha'  the  basic  nature  of  these  forces  is  speed  and  maneuverability." 


I <1 

Oiif  Sovi<'t  p.i'ii'-r.il  <1  ii.  I'lVi  iti.ii  i h-  of  i h<  uti.irl' 

shouUl  be  coiiducti'd  at  itii-  m.ixiniiiti.  .-.ii*  • d wfiirfi  mod'-rt.  t.jikr;  will 
allow.  Hi'  arp,u<'.s  that  if  attack  on  ili*-  iiK>dir'ii  nat  t Icf  i'- Id  watj  con- 
ducted at  the  same  spei'd  of  attack  (l?-lb  k i loimt  ers  per  hour)  as  was 
used  in  World  War  II,  aiid  piven  th<‘  conci-iii  rat  ion  of  AT  weapons  per 
kilometer  of  frontage*,  then  the  attack  will  fail.  Why,  he  questions, 
artificially  restrain  the  te-mpo  of  the  attack?^^  Others  refute  this 
argument  by  questioning  the  feasibility  of  firing  on  the  move  at 
speeds  of  25-30  kilometers  per  hour. 

Closely  connectt^d  to  the  concept  of  high  t<;mpo  of  the  attack 
is  the  flexibility  in  combat  formations  duriiig  aii  attack.  For  example, 
during  one  training  exercise  the  commander  changed  from  a frontal 
attack  to  a flanking  action  iti  order  to  minimize  the  effect  of  anti- 
tank emplacement.^**  This,  in  turn,  is  closely  related  to  the  Soviet 
doctrine  of  exploiting  gaps  in  the  defensive  litie,  especially  in 
modern  defensive  deployments  where  a continuous  front  will  probably 
not  exist. 

In  the  last  two  years,  a series  of  articles  has  appeared  in 
the  military  journal,  Voennyi  Vestnik,  on  the  employment  of  BMP's 
in  the  attack.  The  initial  article  argued  that  in  a non-nuclear 
environment,  a motorized  rifle  battalion,  as  a rule,  breaks  through 
the  enemy's  defenses  dismounted. This  is  forced  by  the  saturation 


of  the  defenses  by  large  quantity  of  AT  systems  and  engineer  ob- 
stacles. They  also  called  for  the  dismount  to  be  as  close  to  the 
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forward  dofensivc  liiic  as  possit)l<  .ird  t'lr  i h<  lo  support  hy 

firo  from  a position  bi'hiiid  thr>  tanks  and  <1  isiiKjuni "d  iidantry. 

Th<?s<‘  authors  contend,  howtvtr,  that  it  would  be  possibl*-  to  a’tack 
whiit?  mounted  iii  the  BMP's  in  a nuclear  < tiv i rtjiitn'riit  siiice  most  of 
the  AT  systems  would  have  been  neutralized. 

Subsequent  articles  addr«;ssc-d  th*;  quesi  Loi.  of  "wheii  to  dismoutit 
One  author  suggested  that  the  BMP  units  should  tmjve  up  toward  the 
tanks  as  quickly  as  possible  and  quickly  dismf^unt  at  a distaiice  of 
400-S00  meters  from  the  forward  defensive  line.  At  any  greater 

distance,  they  lag  too  far  behiiid  the  tanks  for  a coordinated  attack.  ! 

An  interesting  article  iii  this  series  was  written  by  LTC  A.  Bonda- 
renko  who  suggested  that  perfection  of  weapons  technology  dematids 
changes  in  tactics.  Interestingly,  he  mentioned  that  in  the  employmetit 
of  sub-units  (podrazdel'enie ) equipped  with  BMP’s,  it  is  necessary  to 
remember  that  such  forces  are  intended  for  bold  raids  in  the  depth 

of  the  enemy's  defenses  for  the  purpose  of  by-passing  the  enemy's  ^ 

strong  points.  He  then  offers  more  options  on  the  location  of  the 
line  for  dismounting  from  BMP's  and  suggests  that  maybe  such  a pre- 
determined line  is  not  needed  at  all. 

In  a similar  vein,  a subsequent  author  states  that  it  is  more 
advisable  to  break  through  the  enemy's  defenses  with  personnel  mounted 
and  that  "raid  tactics"  are  the  concept  of  the  future  for  units 
equipped  with  BMP's.^® 


In  continuing  this  discussion,  COL  GEN  V.  Merimskii,  Deputy 
Chief  of  the  Main  Directorate  for  Combat  Training  of  the  Ground  Forces 


w;nns  against  establishing  set  lines  at  certain  distances  for  dis- 
mounting. lie  supports  the  idea  of  flexibility  and  contends  that 
tiie  line  for  dismounting  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  enemy's 
defenses,  particularly  tlic  deployment  ol  his  AT  weapons.  ' 

From  this  discussion  of  combined  arms  operations  arises  a 
basic  contradiction.  The  methods  of  employing  motor i zed- ri f 1 e 
troops  with  tank  units  and  the  necessity  to  dismount  to  minimize 
the  effect  of  anti-tank  weapons,  by  its  nature,  will  reduce  the 
speed  of  the  attack.  This  contradicts  with  Soviet  dedication  to 
the  principle  of  "attack  at  high  speed."  As  mentioned  earlier, 
some  authors  were  arguing  for  a speed  attack  of  25-30  kilometers 
per  hour,  but  this  would  he  impossible  in  combined  arms  operations 
with  motorized “rifle  troops  when  such  troops  are  forced  to  dis- 
mount. Logically,  these  are  two  aspects  of  the  same  argument 
(overcoming  the  anti-tank  threat),  but  as  of  yet,  it  is  still 
unresolved  as  to  which  aspect  will  have  precedence  in  Soviet 
tactical  planning.  Part  of  the  solution  to  this  problem  may  be 
development  of  the  concept  of  "bold  raids"  or  raid  tactics"  for 
units  equipped  with  BMP's  as  a means  of  by-pas^ng  prepared 
defenses  and  exploiting  gaps  in  the  defensive  line 

In  discussing  concentration  of  forces  in  the  attack,  one 
author  states  that  at  battalion  level,  the  density  of  attacking 
tanks  may  reach  30  per  kilometer.  This  provides  sufficient  force 
for  the  initial  strike,  suppresses  AT  weapons,  and  creates 
conditions  for  successful  penetration  of  the  defensive  line.^® 
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Ki'C  iit  li.ir.  <'<  i oii  itii’  iii'  r i'';  of  -i  i.'  w forin.4i  ioi 

of  "attack  iii  two  or  thri-.'  I i i.*':, . ' lii  d'scritiliij'  t h<  rol»-  of  t fi«- 

BMP  anil  taiik  oii  iff'  bat  t ii  I ii  |<i  •nil  urai '-d  wiifi  aiiii-tai.k  w>'a|>oti:;, 
ti'diiy  authors  ar^U'-d  for  Ui>‘  advaiic-  of  comLiii<d  artti;.  ui.ita  it  a 
formation  of  "linos,"  witfi  tank:;  comprisiia’,  * ho  fir;;i  "lino,"  arid 
BMP's  ai.d  other  support  inf.’  woapons  in  tin;  r.ocond  and  sufAsequoiit  "linos. 

Larly  in  1976  this  idoa  of  "linos"  withiii  a combat  formation  was 

u o 

criticized  because  "lilies"  wore  not  an  oji.-mont  of  combat  formations.  ' 

This  is  more  of  an  argument  of  tortninology  since  "ecfielons"  are  ari 
element  of  existing  formations  atid  there  is  a combat  formation  called 
"in  line"  (v  liiiiu).  The  thrust  of  the  argumriit  was  against  creating 
"echelons"  in  a formation  at  compaiiy  Ic.vel  or  placing  firing  systems 
ill  reserve,  since  this  would  weaken  the  initial  blow.  The  reasoning 
behind  the  concept  of  "attack  in  two  or  three  lilies"  is  to  decrease 
the  distance  between  supporting  elements  iii  order  to  minimize  the 
threat  to  leading  tanks  by  aiiti-tank  weapons.  Although  this  argument 
is  not  concluded,  as  late  as  Di'cember  1976,  the  idea  of  organizing 
combat  formations  in  several  1 iiies  seemed  to  be  on  the  verge  of 
general  acceptance.**^  This  is  a direct  result  of  the  anti-tank 
threat  and  could  have  significance  in  developing  an  effective  anti- 
tank defense. 


SOVIET  RESPONSE  TO  TACTICAL  PROBLEMS 


li 


In  discussing  tactics,  the  Soviets  often  make  use  of  previous 
war  experieiice,  especially  that  of  the  "Great  Patriotic  War."  However 
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ilo  matti?r  how  r<.*pi  i il  iv*-  .ii.d  l>oriiij’  Uir;  iii  ih<  ir 

thoy  cirf  bfj>iiiii iiig  to  ih.ii  ihir.  nii-iti(Ml  of  tiiidlyt^is  .iiid 

comparisoii  is  not  as  ut;*  tul  .iikI  apprcjpr  iai  <•  .is  it  has  h<  ••i.  in  tfi*-- 
past.  Within  thtur  own  process  of  cri t ic ism/so 1 f -crit ic ism,  mi  Jitary 
theorists  and  tacticians  are  JieiiiR  criticiz'd  for  sJiort -sight  ediicss 
and  superficiality  of  writing. 

For  example,  in  1973  tJier<“  appear'd  a critiqu'*  of  new  tactical 
bool<s.  The  major  complaint  was  that  too  much  r<'liance  was  b';ing 
placed  on  World  War  II  experience  without  noting  changes  iiiheront 
in  modem  warfare.  This  particular  author  noted  that  the  tr'.atment 
of  tactics  was  not  comprehetisive  enough  or  inclusive  enough,  given 
the  level  of  modern  techiiological  d'  velopment  . **** 

As  rioted  earlier,  the  Soviet  military  has  made  an  exteiisive 
study  of  experiences  of  th';  Octob'ir  1973  Middle  East  War,  includir.g 
the  Israelis'  successes  in  d'ifeating  AT  weapons  systems.  In  that  War, 
the  Israeli  Defense  Forces* (IDF)  concept  that  "tanks  are  everything" 
disintegrated  early  as  IDF  tanks  w'lre  defeated  by  well-iritegrated 
and  controlled  combined  arms  teams,  plentifully  supplied  with  anti- 
tank weapons.  The  Israeli  offensive  often  was  halted  because  of 
strong  anti-tank  defenses,  and  usually  as  a result  of  a combination  of 
anti-tank  weapons  in  the  hands  of  competent  soldiers  and  integrated 
into  a proper  AT  formation.  To  counter  the  effectiveness  of  AT 
weapons  and  especially  the  SAGGER  AT-3  ATGM,  the  IDF  used  elements  of 
the  mechanized  infantry  company  organic  to  every  tank  battalion. 


I '• 

Wh*  iif’V*'r  «iii  ATC.M  w.ts  r.()cjti<-il  ii  I • ij’.lii  , j'ui.  <Ui<l  .trull  .iim-, 

tir*'  wd.s  dirrcKcl  to  i li<  lik'  ly  .ii.d  » I ( • ' ' i v<  ly 

liisrupifd  f hr.'  aim  of  r.A('.f’LK  AT-;j  ">mii,ih  r’l.  • " Th<-  Isra<li  cxii^' I ii i'di 

was  that  tho  SAGGHK  ATOM  did  i.oi  nnl’<  ih<'  lank  ohso)''*'  riiiir'  a 

w*'l  1-coordiiiated  combiin.'ti  .trnu.  ;;ucc«  r.:;iui  ly  op^  ian  .ii.d 

that  atom's  art-  best  couiiiir<’d  by  irKd'*  Al'O's  with  muliipl*’'  marhii.t- 

U I) 

guiis,  fighting  alongsid*;  tanks.  ' 

This  account  of  Israeli  succrisr.  in  ol  f"t’<'-d  for  comparir.oti  to 
the  Soviet  concepts  as  discuss<'d  •■arli<r.  How'  ver,  it  should  be 
<?mphasized  that  the  Israeli  t<'chniqu''S  w<t«-  not  ti*'W  iijr.ovat  ions  in 
tactically  orgaidzing  uiiits  for  combat  . Iti  fact,  thf-  Israeli  respoiise 
could  more  correctly  be  term'rd  an  adaptation  to  previously  developed 
coTicepts,  including  Soviet  conerrpts,  of  combined  arms  opr-rations. 
Soviet  interest  in  this  area  was  ceiitend  oii  aiialysis  of  actual  war- 
time experience  rather  thaii  observance  of  any  tiew  technique  or  concept 
of  employing  motorized-rifle  units  with  tai.k  units. 

CONCLUSIONS 

From  the  Soviet  discussion,  it  is  apparent  that  they  perceive 
the  anti-tank  guided-missile  as  the  most  severe  threat  to  their 
ground  combat  effectiveness  in  the  near  future.  To  minimize  this 
threat,  the  Soviet  tacticians  have  examined  available  methods  and 
measures  of  counteraction,  and  from  this,  the  following  conclusions 
can  be  reached. 
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rirr;*,  <ii-y  or-  tn>'ili<n|  coin  • • i- ii.)>  Ui*  < ( f <f  * i v>-i.<-br,  of 

.uili-t.iiik  wi><i[)OiiS  will  iii<'oi-|iot'.i'<'  It  ni,.|ir ;;  .iiKi  t»;,|>fcis  of  -ill 
options  ifcscrifii-d  .ihovt  , i.c.,  ii«r'<-,i5;r’rl  i iit  c 1 1 ](>f|,cc  fi'-r-iri)'  to 
dc tfi'mi no  luciil  ion  und  ••mploym<  ni  tjf  AT  system::,  concent  r-at  ioii  of 
dll  fir*'  m.-dns,  attack  at  hip.ft  speed,  flexibility  in  contbat  foniiatiois 
and  a coordinated  combined  arm:;  ait.ick  of  i nt '-p^rat «-d  motorized 
rifle  and  tank  units.  It  would  be  iiicoticei valtle  to  place  total  re- 
liance on  either  the  artillery  or  oii  the  mobility  of  maiieuver  elerntrits 
to  minimiz**  the  anti-tank  threat,  wheii  a combitiat  ioii  of  these  with 
other  coujitermeasurt^s  would  prove  mor<-  advaiitaf>eous  and  could  easily 
be  incorporated  into  their  tactical  procedure's.  Categorizat ioii  of 
options  into  "artillery,"  "maneuver,"  etc.,  provides  a useful  tool 
of  analysis  but  the  eventual  Soviet  respoiise  will  iiot  follow  such 
clearly  defined  lines. 

Secondly,  the  anti-tank  threat  to  combat  success  seems  to 
portend  a shift  in  priority  of  targets  desigr;ated  for  the  Soviet 
artillery.  If  before  the  primary  target  arid  mission  of  artillery 
could  be  considered  destruction  of  riuclear  delivorry  systems,  couiiter- 
battery  fire  and  destruction  of  enemy  resources  in  turn,  then  the 
emphasis  placed  on  anti-tank  weapons  targets  could  indicate  a shift  in 
priorities.  This,  however,  is  probably  more  of  an  emphasis  by 
the  advocates  of  the  "artillery  option"  rather  than  a widely  accepted 
change  in  tactics.  It  does  indicate,  though,  the  imjjortant  role  of 
artillery  in  Soviet  offensive  doctrine. 
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lllirdly,  tl>c  ;inti-t:uik  h;is  icsdlted  in  iin  intrc.isecl 

cmpitasis  on  tfu*  dt> vo  1 opmont  ul  i. oml)  i lU-iJ  .iinii  tactics,  espc-cially 
coordinated  action  of  tanks  and  BMl”  s . As  noted  above,  tlie  con- 
cluding thrust  of  the  discussion  scened  to  center  around  the  close 
support  of  tanks  by  BMI’'s.  This  effective  use  of  motorized 
infantry  to  minimize  the  throat  against  tanks  is  the  direction 
of  future  development  in  combined  arms  tactics. Also,  the 
increased  threat  to  the  survivability  of  the  tank  has  resulted 
in  an  increase  in  the  ratio  of  BMi’'s  to  tanks  in  the  Soviet  ground 
forces.  This  change  is  reflected  in  the  ratio  of  tank  to  motorized 
rifle  divisions.  In  the  early  196()'s,  this  ratio  was  1 to  1.8. 

By  1974,  the  Soviet  Army  had  increased  by  20  divisions  - all 
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motorized  rifle  - decreasing  the  ratio  to  1 to  2.2. 

Ironically,  the  Soviets  realize  the  higher  vulnerability  of 
the  BMP  to  the  anti-tank  missile  in  comparison  with  the  tank. 
Consequently,  they  have  logically  placed  the  less-vulnerable  tank 
in  the  forefront  of  the  attacking  formations  but  with  the  BMP’s 
supporting  by  fire  and  moving  at  a close  distance  (200-400  meters) 
behind. 

This  leads  to  a fourth  conclusion,  that  is,  the  evolution 
of  a new  combat  formation  of  "attack  in  two  or  three  lines."  This 
would  be  an  entirely  new  concept  if  employed  at  company  level. 

At  battalion  level,  however,  (as  a variance  from  current  formations) 
it  would  only  result  in  a shortening  of  the  distances  between  lead 
tanks  (in  the  first  "line"  or  "echelon")  and  supporting  BMP's  and 

*‘^**.*“‘*«******‘***‘‘*|‘»‘‘****^|‘‘||»i‘**^^^^^  . 
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ofhi  r wi  apoiit:  ( iit  r>ub?;<'fn)i‘iit  "liii<'r." 
by  th*'  salurdtioii  of  f h<  bat  i bf  ic  |<1  with  <iiii  i - 1 .ink  w<  apons  but  by 
itst'lf  hdi:  no  gmat  sif’iiif  icanc.  Only  wiihii.  i b<*  coht'xi  of  ifn- 
overall  Soviet  response  does  it  show  ttie  perc<  iv<fj  Soviet  ooiicern 
for  their  combat  success  agaiiist  ATOM'S. 

It  can  also  be  concluded  that  aii  increased  emphasis  on  devel- 
opment of  "bold  raid"  tactics  for  uiiits  with  BMP's  cari  be  expected. 

This  will  allow  the  Soviet  forces  to  maiiitaiii  their  adnerence  to  the 
principle  of  "attack  at  high  sp»'ed"  and  to  eliminate  the  cotit radict  ioii 
inherent  in  operations  against  prepan.-d  defenses,  where  motorized 
troops  are  forced  to  dismount . This  coticept  of  "bold  raids"  would 
also  correspond  to  their  concept  of  i*xploiting  gaps  in  defensive 
lines,  especially  under  conditions  where  a contii.uous  defensive  front 
or  line  would  not  be  feasible. 

And  lastly,  it  can  be  concluded  that  the  Soviet  military  still 
considers  the  tank  as  the  "main  striking  force"  in  offensive  operations. 
However,  they  realize  that  the  day  of  large-scale  independent  tank 
operations  has  ended.  Henceforth,  the  success  of  the  tank  on  the 
battlefield  will  depend  on  the  effectiveness  of  supporting  mechanized 
infantry  and  fire  support  and  the  overall  cohesiveness  of  the  combined 
arms  team.  But,  to  maintain  the  tempo  of  the  offensive,  they  will  be 
forced  to  examine  out-moded  tactical  concepts  and  search  for  new  and 
more  effective  methods  of  countering  the  anti-tank  threat.  As  the  tech- 
nological level  of  anti-tank  weaponry  increases,  future  changes  in 
Soviet  tactical  procedures  will  occur. 
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